Introduction
The present paper is about split wh-constructions and provides an answer to the following two questions: (i) why split wh-constructions were widespread in Classical Greek, but are now impossible in Modern Greek; (ii) why splitting of tinos and pianu, both meaning 'whose', are exceptions to the rule against wh-splitting in Modern Greek.
This study is part of a larger investigation on split constructions Sitaridou 2002, 2004; Butler and Mathieu 2004) . It can be seen as the companion paper of Mathieu and Sitaridou (2004) where we deal with adjectival split constructions and give ample details about the synchronic issues related to DP-splitting. In this contribution, we concentrate on wh-split and on the diachronic issue.
Section 2 introduces some basic facts about hyperbaton in Classical and Modern Greek and outlines the diachronic puzzle. Section 3 presents our account of the licensing mechanism behind DP-splitting. Section 4 provides a diachronic account of the loss of split-wh constructions in Modern Greek. Section 5 discusses the question as to why splitting of tinos and pianu is possible. We conclude in section 6. 1
Hyperbaton in Classical and Modern Greek: the diachronic puzzle
Classical Greek consistently allowed a process by which continuous strings became discontinuous. Traditionally labelled 'hyperbaton', this operation typically splits XPs otherwise treated as a unit with respect to Case theory and θ-theory.
The first observation is that in Classical Greek, a wh-element need not raise together with its associated nominal. Whereas in (1a) both tina (the accusative form of tis 'who/what'), and dynamin 'power' raise to the sentence initial position, in the hyperbaton case (1b), only tina raises, stranding the nominal: In Classical Greek, wh-words and indefinites had the same morphological make-up, i.e. tis. In interrogatives, the indefinite was stressed and obligatorily raised to a clause initial position.
Otherwise they were interpreted as simple indefinites with the interpretation some-x or any-x (Roussou 1998, Roberts and Roussou 2003) .
Insert table 1 here.
On the other hand, Modern Greek has a distinct class of wh-words, polarity items and existential quantifiers, and uses the pios/pia/pio elements for wh-structures. 2 However, the two Classical Greek forms ti 'which/what' and tinos 'whose' have survived. Note that in Modern Greek, tinos is the only remaining case-marked form within the paradigm ti, which otherwise is no longer declinable.
Insert Table 2 here.
The second observation is that, although ti could be separated from its associated nominal in Classical Greek, presently it is no longer an alternative, as shown by (2b).
(2) a.
what power.acc.fem.sg have.3sg
b. *Ti i exi t i dinami?
'What power does it have?'
The third observation is that the genitive case-marked form tinos 'whose' continues to allow splitting in Modern Greek (a fact originally discussed by Horrocks and Stavrou 1987) .
It must be noted, however, that sentences such as (3b) are not accepted by all speakers. In section 5, an attempt will be made to account for the variation in those dialects/registers: 'Whose book did you bring?' (Horrocks and Stavrou 1987:89) The fourth fact with which the present contribution is concerned is that, somehow surprisingly (compare (4b) with (5b)), Modern Greek pianu 'whose' does behave like tinos in 3 that it permits splitting (again, in some, but not all dialects/registers). Obviously, what tinos and pianu have in common is the fact that they are both genitive. Thus, the possibility of splitting from their associated nominals must stem from that fact (see section 5 for details). On the other hand, the behaviour of the rest of the pios 'who/which' paradigm is consistent with the observation that split wh-constructions are no longer available in Modern Greek (cf.
(2b)). This is exemplified in (5b). Greek, a whole series of adjectives, quantifiers and demonstratives can be extracted without the need to pied-pipe the nominal. In each case, the dislocated element bears stress and is contrastively focused. Beginning with adjectives, it is clear from the context in which they appear that such discontinuous structures in Classical Greek involved a set of alternates, i.e.
involved strong focus. This is well-documented in Devine and Stephens (2000) . In (6b) the interpretation is: 'private, not public' (stress/emphasis is indicated by capital letters). 'She bought the RED dress (e.g. not the blue one).'
The type of example shown in (7b) was first introduced by Androutsopoulou (1997: 2) . A variant of (7b), originally discussed by Horrocks and Stavrou (1987: 91) In Classical Greek, the situation was more straightforward, since in the canonical word-order (Adjective-Noun, as in the modern form of the language), a doubled determiner never appeared in this kind of constructions (cf. Devine and Stephens 2000, and Manolessou 2000) .
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Next, (9b) and (10b) 'I want to hear NO excuse.'
In short, Modern Greek is not wholly consistent with respect to whether it allows split-DPs.
Some DPs can split (tinos, pianu, adjectives, indefinites, and negative elements), while others cannot (ti, pios). There thus cannot be such thing as a split-versus non split-DP language.
Cross-linguistically, different combinations arise. For example, bare combien extraction is possible in French, as shown by (15b) (Obenauer 1976 (Obenauer , 1983 (Obenauer , 1994 , whereas the equivalent construction is not possible in Modern Greek (16b). On the other hand, whereas bare demonstrative extraction is available in Modern Greek (12b), it is impossible in French (17b). (15) 
The mechanics of split-constructions
Before we provide a diachronic account for the loss of split wh-constructions in Modern
Greek, we first summarise our synchronic approach to the phenomenon. In doing so, we follow essentially Mathieu and Sitaridou (2004) . For DP-splitting to be possible the following condition is essential: rich agreement (where agreement is part of a collection of φ-features that includes case) on the extracted element. From this, other conditions follow, for example the availability of adjectives accompanied by null heads, and the possibility of so-called 'determiner spreading'. In all the examples of the previous section, the extracted element bears rich agreement. Note, however, that in (17b) the extracted element has no overt case marking, which may explain why it cannot split (but see Section 4).
Following and adapting a series of unrelated proposals (Fanselow 1988 , Androutsopoulou 1997 , Van Geenhoven 1998 , den Dikken 1998 No agreement marking is present on red in English, thus noun ellipsis is not possible (the empty nominal cannot be licensed). Consequently, split constructions are not possible in that language, since a prerequisite for their availability is an adjective with an empty noun. 5 This is equivalent to Devine and Stephens' (2000) notion of 'null head modifier', i.e. a modifier that can stand by itself in place of a noun phrase without the support of a noun or an overt pronoun. The idea that it is a constituent that moves rather than a part of a constituent is most obvious in the case of bare adjectival extraction, since not only the adjective raises, but so does the determiner (cf. (7b) and (8)).
We follow den Dikken's (1998) Small Clause (SC) analysis of subject-predicate DP constructions. The subject of the SC is a bare noun. Technically it is not in fact an argument, but starts out as a predicate (for full details about the predicative nature of the stranded nominal, see Mathieu 2002 Mathieu , 2004 Mathieu and Sitaridou 2004 Next, Agr' and the material contained in it raises to the specifier of a DP-internal topic position (we thus propose to split the DP domain on a par with the split of the CP domain, cf.
Rizzi 1997). Thus, like many others we take to be an A'-position in Modern Greek (for DPinternal focus and topics in Greek, see Horrocks and Stavrou 1987; and for other languages, Cinque 1980; Szabolcsi 1983; Stowell 1991; and Giorgi and Longobardi 1991) . The configuration obtained is shown in (22c) and (22d). Then, the D' complex raises to the specifier of a DP internal focus position (that occurs lower than TopP, but higher than D). The configuration is shown in (22e) and (22f Alexiadou and Wilder (1998) have proposed for predicative adjectives. The difference between our account and theirs is that the first to is the spell-out of the head of a SC; only the to associated with the adjective is a determiner. Determiner Spreading is thus a misnomer and does not exist (at least in Greek).
It must be noted that after movement of the Agr' complex to Spec-TopP, a trace is left behind. We take this trace to be the equivalent of Devine and Stephens' null head and Androutsopoulou's empty nominal category. After movement of the nominal to Spec-TopP, the D' complex that has itself raise higher in the DP to the specifier of a Foc projection can raise higher up in the clause. Movement is thus movement of a determiner together with an adjective as well as an empty category standing for a nominal.
(23) a.
To recapitulate, the steps of a split-DP derivation are the following:
---The extracted element must involve an adjective, possibly accompanied by a determiner, but the extracted element cannot be a sole determiner.
---Overt marking of φ-features on the adjective is compulsory so that the empty noun can be licensed.
---The adjective undergoes inversion and raises to Spec-AgrP because of an EPP feature on
Agr°.
---The nominal raises to Spec-TopP and the predicate raises to Spec-FocP.
---The predicate constituent now containing the trace of forema, which contains a trace of the predicate, further raises to the C domain.
The loss of wh-split in Modern Greek
In this section, we show how wh-splitting ceased to be operative in Modern Greek. It is argued that this is because rich agreement has been lost. For example, ti in Modern Greek has one form for all genders whereas in Classical Greek it had different forms for different genders, and it carries case. However, it must be noted that rich agreement is not a sufficient condition.
The relevance of the pios series should be obvious here (full declination is available in this case). We thus propose that the category of the element on its own crucially depends on the categorial status of that element. The idea is that, as a result of the reanalysis of tis and the subsequent creation of distinct classes, 'relabelling' (in the sense of Whitman 2000) from a modifier to a determiner of the wh-element took place. To resume, Modern Greek wh-elements are no longer adjectives, but determiners. Our proposal is consistent with Roberts and Roussou's (1999) analysis of tis in Classical Greek.
As pointed out in section 2, there is a lot of evidence that tis was a simple indefinite with no quantificational properties of its own in Classical Greek. We simply follow traditional assumptions according to which tis, although an indefinite, was also an adjective in the string tina dynamin (cf. 1), and (even more clearly) in the string tina tên dynamin (cf. (24)).
Evidence for the hypothesis that relabelling took place comes from the grammaticality of Classical Greek (24), where a determiner accompanies the wh-element and the ungrammaticality of Modern Greek (25) Further evidence that ti is a determiner in Modern Greek comes from the fact that it can appear together with an extracted bare adjective (very much as in the case of (7b) and (8)).
The complex ti + other thus forms an ellipsed structure. (26) Modern Greek, so they are on a par with adjectives.
To conclude this section, there is independent evidence that determiners originate from adjectives (Greenberg 1978; Haspelmath 1995) . Cross-linguistically it is common to find indefinite articles originating from numeral adjectives (French: un 'one' > un 'a'). More generally, it is traditionally assumed that lexical items grammaticalise and become functional via a process of reanalysis. For example, serial verbs change into prepositional phrases (Whitman 2000) and nominals into negative markers (Roberts and Roussou 1999) .
The case of wh-possessor raising
In this section, it is argued that the mechanism behind possessor extraction is different from the one involved in other (non-possessor) split wh-constructions. A language may allow genitive wh-phrases to split across the board without necessarily allowing any other types of wh-elements to undergo bare movement without pied-piping of the nominal. Modern Greek tinos (like Modern Greek ti) and pianu are determiners, and not adjectives (they cannot appear together with a determiner). In addition, whereas splitting of a non-genitive wh-phrase very much depends on the categorial status of the extracted element (i.e. whether it is an adjective or a determiner), splitting of a genitive wh-phrase does not depend on this condition.
It is a single process that a language may or may not have at its disposal. Moreover, no predicate raising is necessary in that case.
To account for wh-possessor extraction, we essentially follow Horrocks and Stavrou's (1987) analysis (see also Mouma 1993 and Gavruseva 2000) according to which genitive whphrases can extract because N assigns Case to its complement. The wh-possessor thus does not need to raise to an agreement position (as in the case of non-wh-possessor split elements), since it is already case-marked. No predicate raising occurs, and no DP-internal movement to Spec-TopP and Spec-FocP is necessary. Spec-DP is available as an escape hatch as the default case, D° is associated with an EPP feature. The possessor can thus move higher in the clause. 8 However, in some registers it is impossible to split tinos and pianu. In order to account for this, we argue that in this case there is no EPP feature associated with D. We would like to suggest that the trigger for the loss of the feature is the potential ambiguity between a genitive and a dative reading of tinos and pianu in Modern Greek. (3b) and (4b) can also mean: 'To whom did you bring the books?'. When a verb like ferno 'to bring' or other ditransitive verbs are used, the direct object is case-marked with accusative and the indirect object case-marked with genitive or prepositional accusative (with different word order restrictions in each case).
In interrogative contexts, the indirect object is replaced by tinos, since the latter -albeit in genitive -is the case form that replaces the indirect object.
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In addition, for another group of speakers tinos (and by analogy pianu) has an archaic flavour and marks 'high' registers on the split interpretation; and its use as a split element is disappearing completely. For others it is used as a learnèd construction (in the sense of Pountain 1998 , see also Sitaridou 2002 , and co-exist with its non-split counterpart.
The case of tinos highlights that the individual is dealing with 'competing grammars' (Kroch 1989) , and showcases that alterations are diachronically unstable in language, to be followed by a stage where one of the grammars is falling into disuse.
Conclusion
The idea that put forward in this paper is that wh-splitting ceased to be operational in Modern
Greek because: agreement on wh-elements is not uniformally rich, consequently ti is no longer an adjective in Modern Greek, but a determiner. The fact that splitting is possible with tinos and pianu for some speakers is due to the fact that it involves a different process, namely one that does not involve DP-internal predicate inversion. Finally, it was argued that for those speakers who do not accept splitting with tinos and pianu, no EPP feature is associated with D, and thus no escape hatch (i.e. Spec-DP) is available. This is because tinos and pianu are being reinterpreted solely as dative arguments in constructions involving dislocation of such lexical items.
